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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on October 14, 2008 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

Amendments and response received October 14, 2008 have been entered. Claims 1-6, 8, 
9, 1 1 and 12 are currently pending in this application. Claims 1-6, 8, 1 1 and 12 have been 
amended to attempt to distinguish over the prior art of record. Amendments and response are 
addressed hereinbelow. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

Claim(s) 4-6, 1 1 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as not falling within one of the 
four statutory categories of invention. While the claims recite a series of steps or acts to be 
performed, a statutory "process" under 35 U.S.C. 101 must (1) be tied to another statutory 
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category (such as a particular apparatus), or (2) transform underlying subject matter (such as an 
article or material) to a different state or thing (Reference the May 15, 2008 memorandum issued 
by Deputy Commissioner for Patent Examining Policy, John J. Love, titled "Clarification of 
'Processes' under 35 U.S.C. 101" - publicly available at USPTO.GOV, "memorandum to 
examining corp"). The instant claims neither transform underlying subject matter nor positively 
tie to another statutory category that accomplishes the claimed method steps, and therefore do 
not qualify as a statutory process. In order for a process to be "tied" to another statutory 
category, the structure of another statutory category should be positively recited in a step or steps 
significant to the basic inventive concept , and NOT just in association with statements of 
intended use or purpose, insignificant pre or post solution activity, or implicitly 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 



2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed publication in this 
or ;i foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published tinder section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 2 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Abraham J. 



Streefkerk (US 6058277). 
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Regarding claim 2, Streefkerk et al discloses a printing job controlling device configured 
to display a queue of printing jobs (see rejection of claim 1) to be printed on printing machines 
(Fig. 4 numeral 407 "Available printers"), comprising: 

a calculating unit configured to calculate a time required to process each of the printing 
jobs (see rejection of claim 1); and 

a displaying unit (see rejection of claim 1) configured to display a list of identifiers of the 
printing machines in a column (Fig. 4 numeral 407 displays the available printers in a column to 
be selected) and to display an image of a current printing job having a size proportional to the 
time calculated by said calculating unit continuously on a predetermined displaying area at a 
fixed location adjacent to an identifier of a corresponding printing machine at one end of the 
displaying area (Fig. 8; Continuously updated as described for Fig. 7 at Col. 6 lines 3-5. The pie- 
shaped diagram shown in Fig. 4 (bottom right) is at a fixed location of the display area, therefore 
the current print job (408) is at a fixed location within the pie-shaped diagram irrespective of 
how the minute hand moves as rejected in the previous Final Office action dated August 15, 
2008; wherein Fig. 4 shows the current job immediately to the right (410) of the available printer 
selected). 
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Regarding claim 5, Streefkerk et al discloses a method of displaying a queue of print jobs 
to be printed on printing machines (see method performed by the device as rejected in claim 2 
above), comprising: 

calculating a time required to process a print job (see rejection of claim 2); 

displaying a list of identifiers of the printing machines in a column (see rejection of claim 

2); 

continuously displaying an image of a current print job having a size proportional to the 
time required at a fixed location adjacent to an identifier of a corresponding printing machine on 
one end of a displaying area (see rejection of claim 2). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1, 3, 6, 8, 9, 11 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Abraham J. Streefkerk et al (US 6058277) in view of Sidney L. Smith et al (Guidelines for 
designing user interface software). 
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Regarding claim 1, Streefkerk et al discloses a printing job controlling device (Fig. 1 
numeral 107) configured to display a queue of printing jobs (Fig. 8 described at Col. 6 lines 24- 
29), comprising: 

a calculating unit (Fig. 2 numeral 202) configured to calculate a time required to process 
a printing job (Col. 5 lines 1-4); 

a reading unit (Fig. 2 numeral 202) configured to read out a current status of the printing 
job (Col. 4 lines 62-66 wherein the waiting time would indicate how long the print job would 
currently have to wait before being processed); and 

a displaying unit (Fig. 2 numeral 20 1 ) configured to display an image having a size 
proportional to the time required calculated by said calculating unit (Col. 6 lines 1-11; Col. 5 
lines 8-15 wherein the size of the circle segment changes according to the status read out by the 
reading unit (e.g., time remaining before current print job is complete). 

Streefkerk et al fails to disclose the above image having a size proportional to the time 
required to process the print job, filled with a repeating pixel pattern that changes according to 
the current status read out by said reading unit. 

Smith et al, in the same field of endeavor of User Interface Data Display (Guidelines for 
Designing User Interface Software, Section 2.4; wherein graphics are considered rather than text 
description or tabulation, for display of data showing relations in space or time), teaches an 
image filled with a repeating pixel pattern that changes according to the current status (Section 
2.4.4, wherein the pattern within an [image], e.g., bar graph as recited in the "comment" section, 
may serve a diagnostic function beyond the comparison of individual [images], e.g. bars. If 
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multiple [images] show data from different components of a complex system, then users may 
learn characteristic "profiles" (patterns) of the [images] which indicate "system status"). 

Combining the teachings of Smith et al with the "pie-shaped" diagrams as disclosed by 
Streefkerk et al, one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that utilizing a certain 
"color" or "pattern" within each slice would have afforded a means to alert the user to another 
aspect of the print jobs; that being the diagnostic status. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made for the image having a size 
proportional to the time required to process a print job as disclosed by Streefkerk et al to utilize 
the teachings of Smith et al wherein a color or pattern within a graphical image gives a 
diagnostic status of the object which the image represents, to add additional value to the 
graphical representation of the user interface to speed information assimilation by a user. One 
could easily scan the image displayed on the user interface and make determinations accordingly. 

Regarding claim 3, Streefkerk et al discloses a printing job controlling device configured 
to display a queue of printing jobs (see rejection of claim 1), comprising: 

a calculating unit configured to calculate a time required to process each of the printing 
jobs (see rejection of claim 1); and 

a displaying unit configured to display images (see rejection of claim 1 above), each 
image having a size proportional to the time required calculated by said calculating unit 
continuously on a predetermined displaying area (see rejection of claim 2 above). 

Streefkerk et al fails to disclose wherein the images are rectangular images, adjacent to 
each other with gaps between adjacent images, forming a combined substantially rectangular 
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image having a size proportional to a sum of calculated times required to process each of the 
printing jobs. 

Smith et al, in the same field of endeavor, teaches choosing rectangular images adjacent 
to each other with gaps between adjacent images (Section 2.4.4 wherein the usage of bar graphs 
(rectangular images) are considered when comparing a single measure across a set of several 
entities. Section 2.4.4/3 teaches bar length representing time duration should be plotted 
horizontally. Finally, section 2.4.4/4 teaches one to space the bars closely enough that a direct 
visual comparison can be made without eye movement and to typically adjust spacing between 
bars to be less than the bar "width"). 

Simple substitution of the "bar graph" approach to displaying information as taught by 
Smith et al for the "pie-chart" approach as disclosed by Streefkerk et al would have led one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to the predicted results of displaying the time 
duration of processing as shown in the pie-chart of Streefkerk et al, in a bar graph as taught by 
Smith et al. Both methods of display were well known in the art at the time of the invention and 
utilizing the "bar graph" approach gives the added advantage of providing direct visual 
comparison of quantities when attempting to show a comparative illustration of a single measure 
across separate entities, thus providing effective assimilation of comparative data by users 
(Smith et al). Therefore, it would have been well within the reasoning ability of one or ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the disclosure of Streefkerk et al 
with the bar graph representation as taught by Smith et al to improve the disclosed device by 
given the advantages in the manner as mentioned above. Situating the bar graphs in the adjacent 
manner as rejected above would have provided the predictable result of forming a combined 
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rectangular image having a size proportional to a sum of calculated times required to process the 
printing jobs. Furthermore, Smith et al teaches (Section 2.4.4/3) that "if bar length is used to 
represent time duration, then it might be more appropriate to orient the bars horizontally" which 
would obviously give the total summed time for all plotted bars by the horizontal length as a 
whole. 

Regarding claim 6, Streefkerk et al discloses a method of displaying a queue of print 
jobs, comprising: 

calculating times required to process the print jobs (see rejection of claim 3 above); 

continuously displaying rectangular images, each having a size proportional to the 
calculated time required (see rejection of claim 3 above); and 

arranging the continuously displayed rectangular images adjacent to each other with gaps 
between adjacent rectangular images, forming a combined substantially rectangular image 
having a size proportional to a sum of calculated times required to process each of the print jobs 
(see rejection of claim 3). 

Regarding claim 8, Streefkerk et al discloses the printing job controlling device according 
to claim 3, wherein the displaying unit is further configured to display the combined rectangular 
image (see rejection of claim 3), wherein the area of the combined rectangular image is 
approximately equal to a sum of areas of the rectangular images (It is common sense to one of 
ordinary skill in the art that the area of combined graphical images would equal or be a close 
approximation of the individual areas of the images used to make up the combined image. 
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Streefkerk shows in Fig. 8 that the combined pie-shaped images are equal to each individual pie- 
shaped image summed. Applying this principle to the rectangular images rejected in claim 3 
would yield predictable results of aligning the rectangular images lengthwise, one in front of the 
other to get a total time for processing all jobs in the queue. This scenario would be obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to try, choosing from a finite number of identified, predictable 
solutions of positioning the graphical images). 

Regarding claim 9, Streefkerk et al discloses the printing job controlling device according 
to claim 8, wherein the displaying unit is further configured to display the combined rectangular 
image with a horizontal dimension larger than a vertical dimension (see rejection of claim 3) 
wherein it would be obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to try the claimed subject matter 
wherein the rectangular images are situated lengthwise to easily indicate the amount of time 
needed to process/print the entire print queue. This would cause the horizontal dimension of 
rectangular images, placed lengthwise, to be larger than the vertical dimensions of each 
individual rectangular image). 

Regarding claim 11, Streefkerk et al discloses the method according to claim 10, wherein 
the area of the combined rectangular image is approximately equal to a sum of areas of the 
rectangular images (see rejection of claim 8). 
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Regarding claim 12, Streefkerk et al discloses the method according to claim 11, wherein 
the combined rectangular image has a horizontal dimension larger than a vertical dimension (see 
rejection of claim 9). 

6. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Streefkerk et al in 
view of Smith et al, and further in view of Akihiro Suzuki et al (US 6606163 Bl). 

Regarding claim 4, Streefkerk et al discloses a method of displaying a queue of print 
jobs, comprising: 

calculating a time required to process a print job (see rejection of claim 1 above); 

reading out a current status of the print job (see rejection of claim 1); 

displaying an image having a size proportional to the time required and filled with a 
repeating pixel pattern (see rejection of claim 1). 

Streefkerk et al fails to explicitly disclose changing the repeating pixel pattern according 
to the current status. 

Suzuki et al, in the same field of endeavor of print job scheduling (Abstract), teaches 
changing the repeating pixel pattern according to the current status (Fig. 17 wherein the patterns 
represent status of each print job, which the patterns will change according to the present status 
of the print job). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made for the method as disclose by Streefkerk et al wherein an image is displayed having a 
size proportional to the time required and filled with a repeating pixel pattern to utilize the 
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teachings of Suzuki et al wherein the repeating pixel pattern changes according to the current 
status of the print job to aid in speeding data assimilation by a user and eliminating the use of 
textual descriptions. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-6 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JAM ARES WASHINGTON whose telephone number is (571) 
270-1585. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Friday: 7:30am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, King Poon can be reached on (571) 272-7440. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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January 28, 2009 
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Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2625 



